ApplnNo. 10/677,891 
Amendment dated January 22, 2008 
Reply to Office Action of October 19, 2007 
Docket No. BOC9-2003-0047 (418) 

REMARKS/ARGUMENTS 

These remarks are made in response to the Office Action of October 19, 2007 
(Office Action). As this response is timely filed within the 3 -month shortened statutory 
period, no fee is believed due. However, the Examiner is expressly authorized to charge 
any deficiencies to Deposit Account No. 50-0951. 

In the Office Action, Claims 1-16 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over U.S. Patent 7,003, 463 to Maes, et al (hereinafter Maes) in view of 
U.S Published Patent Application No. 2003/0225825 to Healey, et al (hereinafter 
Healey), in further view of U.S. Patent 7,149,694 to Harb, et al. (hereinafter Harb). 

Amendments to the Claims 

Although Applicants respectfully disagree with the rejections in the Office Action, 
Applicants nonetheless have amended the claims in order to expedite prosecution by 
further emphasizing certain aspects of the claims. Applicants respectfully assert, 
however, that the claim amendments presented are not intended as, and should not be 
interpreted as, the surrender of any subject matter. Applicants are not conceding by these 
amendments that any previously submitted claims are unpatentable over the references of 
record. Applicants' present claim amendments are submitted only for purposes of 
facilitating expeditious prosecution of the present Application. Accordingly, Applicants 
respectfully reserve the right to pursue any previously submitted claims in one or more 
continuation and/or divisional patent applications. 

In this response, Applicants have amended the independent claims to emphasize 
certain aspects of the claims. In particular, the independent claims have been amended to 
recite the limitation that commands are received via a voice telephone call from the user 
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(e.g., system administrator) wishing to make changes in the managed system. Such an 
amendment is fully supported throughout the Specification. (See, e.g., Specification, 
paragraph [0031].) Furthermore, Applicants present newly-added dependent Claims 17- 
19 reciting the limitation that access to the managed system is only permitted if the user 
inputs received over the voice telephone call match a voice print of an authorized user 
stored in a system information file or a system profile associated with the managed 
system. These new claims are folly supported throughout the Specification. (See, e.g., 
Specification, paragraph [0032].) No new subject matter has been introduced by these 
amendments. 

The Claims Define Over the References of Record 

As previously noted, the independent claims in the present application were 
rejected as being unpatentable over Maes in view of Healey and Harb. Maes discloses a 
system and method for sharing conversational resources. Healy discloses systems and 
methods using multimodal systems. Harb discloses a system and method for building 
and updating grammars in voice access systems. However, in view of the teachings of 
the cited references, Applicants respectfully submit that the cited references fail to 
disclose, suggest, or render obvious every element of the claims, as amended. 

In particular, the cited references fail to disclose or suggest the step of receiving a 

voice telephone call from a remote user or managing a system using commands received 

during the voice telephone call from the remote user. According to the Office Action, 

such a step is disclosed in Maes. Applicants respectfully disagree. At page 3 of the 

Office Action, it is asserted that: "Maes teaches receiving a telephone call (speech 

recognition can be performed over a conventional telephone line (see column 3 lines 1- 

10). " In other words, the Office Action asserts that because a connection between the 
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local client device and the remote server can be accomplished via a telephone line, this is 
equivalent to a voice telephone call. Applicants respectfully submit that the assertion of 
such an equivalence is improper in view of the teachings of Maes. 

The cited portion of Maes actually does not refer to establishment of a voice 
telephone call (emphasis added), but rather to manner in which a client device and the 
server device in Maes may be connected: 

The present invention allows a low resource client device to transparently 
perform simple tasks locally, as well as complex tasks in binary or analog 
connection with a server (or other device) having more complex 
conversational capabilities. The server-side functions (such as speech 
recognition) can be performed through a regular IP network or LAN 
network as well as via digital transmission over a conventional telephone 
line or a packet switched network, or via any conventional wireless data 
protocol over a wireless network. 

In other words, the cited portion of Maes only discloses that the client device and the 

server can be connected using multiple methods, including a digital data connection over 

a conventional telephone line. Therefore, the connection disclosed above is not a voice 

telephone call, but a data /network connection using a modem or other device. One of 

ordinary skill in the art would immediately recognize that such a connection requires a 

connection using computing resources on both sides of the connection, not just a simple 

voice telephone call. This fact is acknowledged by Maes in the cited portion. As shown 

in the first sentence, Maes explicitly requires the use of a low-resource client device, 

where resources are computing resources. These computing resources for the client are 

shown in FIG. 1 and described in the accompanying text. The client device in Maes is 

explicitly shown and described as having at least some minimal computing resources. In 

fact, Maes discloses as exemplary embodiments of such device a PDA or a smart phone, 

devices known to include at least some minimal computing resources. These computing 
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resources are then used for local processing of commands, not for establishing a voice 
telephone call. Therefore, even when read as disclosing that the client and server devices 
can be connected via a telephone line, Maes still fails to disclose that the connection is a 
telephone voice call. In fact, nowhere does Maes disclose or suggest administrative 
management of a system based on commands received during a voice call. Healey and 
Herb also fail to disclose such a limitation. 

In contrast, the claims explicitly recite the limitation that a connection can be 
established by a remote user using a voice call and that the system can be managed using 
user input received during the voice call. Such a configuration provides advantages not 
provided by the methods and systems disclosed in Maes, as there is no requirement for at 
least some minimal computing resources to be available at the user's location or that the 
user establish a data connection from his location. Rather, the user need only be able to 
make a voice telephone call to manage the system from a remote location. 

Accordingly, Maes, Healey, and Harb, alone or in combination with each other or 
any other reference of record, fail to teach or suggest every element recited in the 
independent claims, as amended. Applicants therefore respectfully submit that the 
independent claims define over the references of record. Furthermore, as the remaining 
claims each depend from one of the independent claims while reciting additional 
references, Applicants submit that the dependent claims likewise define over the 
references of record. 

CONCLUSION 

Applicants believe that this application is now in full condition for allowance, 
which action is respectfully requested. Applicants request that the Examiner call the 
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undersigned if clarification is needed on any matter within this Amendment, or if the 
Examiner believes a telephone interview would expedite the prosecution of the subject 
application to completion. 



Date: January 22, 2008 



Respectfully submitted, 
AKERMAN SENTERFITT 



Gregory A. Nelson, Registration No. 30,577 

Richard A. Hinson, Registration No. 47,652 

Eduardo J. Quifiones, Registration No. 58,575 

Customer No. 40987 

Post Office Box 3188 

West Palm Beach, FL 33402-3188 

Telephone: (561) 653-5000 
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